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Editorial: The Eighth Rothkopf Rankings of
Universities’ Contributions to the
INFORMS Practice Literature
Ronald D. Fricker Jr.
Operations Research Department, Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California 93943, rdfricker@nps.edu
Continuing and expanding on the original work that Michael H. Rothkopf established in 1996, this paper
presents the eighth ranking of universities according to their contributions to the INFORMS practice literature.
Fittingly, we have named them the “Rothkopf Rankings” in honor of their originator, a scholar and practitioner
with a passion for applied, effective, and influential operations research. The rankings assigned are based on two
metrics: one measures visibility (the number of times a university is listed as the primary academic affiliation in
the INFORMS practice literature), and the second measures yield (the equivalent number of INFORMS practice
papers attributable to each university based on author primary academic affiliation). For US universities, the
Naval Postgraduate School earns the top ranking for visibility and the second for yield, and the Colorado School
of Mines earns the top ranking for yield and the second for visibility. For non-US universities, the University
of Chile earns the top ranking for both visibility and yield.
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In a 1996 Interfaces editorial, Professor MichaelRothkopf first ranked universities’ contributions to
the literature on INFORMS practice (Rothkopf 1996).
His purpose was to recognize those academics and
academic institutions concerned with and active in
OR/MS practice. He periodically updated the rank-
ings (Rothkopf 1997, 1999, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2007) until
his untimely passing in February 2008 (Camm 2008).
In this paper, I update his 2007 results with the most
recent data from 2007 and 2008, and call them the
“Rothkopf Rankings” in his honor.
I generally follow Professor Rothkopf’s methodol-
ogy, crediting papers in Interfaces and in the OR prac-
tice section of Operations Research as full papers and
unrefereed Interfaces columns as half papers. As he
did, I rank US and non-US universities separately and
use the most recent seven years of publications—in
this case, from 2002 to 2008. However, I have made
one significant change to his methodology.
Professor Rothkopf credited a paper to each univer-
sity affiliated with a coauthor. In his words,
I count the paper or column for every college or uni-
versity that any coauthor gave as his or her affiliation.
Thus, one paper may count for several universities.
I credited a university even when the authors were
in departments that did not have ORMS programs,
such as a medical school or a school of hotel manage-
ment. I made no adjustment for the size of a university
or of its ORMS programs. I used no subjective judg-
ment beyond that involved in the review processes at
Interfaces and the ‘OR practice’ section of Operations
Research in deciding what to count.” (Rothkopf 2005,
p. 425)
Under his system, he credits a paper with multiple
authors from the same university once to that univer-
sity. However, he credits a paper with coauthors from
various universities multiple times, once to each coau-
thor’s university. For example, if two faculty mem-
bers from “State U” collaborate on a paper published
in the INFORMS practice literature, then State U is
credited for one paper. However, if the same faculty
members separately collaborate on papers with fac-
ulty from other institutions, then State U is credited for
two papers. Thus, universities with researchers who
tend to collaborate with faculty outside of their insti-
tution benefit more from Professor Rothkopf’s scoring
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system than universities with faculty who collaborate
within their own institution.
This disparity arises because the original scoring
system attempts to measure two different “activity”
dimensions with one metric. The first dimension,
which I call visibility, is a function of how often a
university is affiliated with authors publishing in the
literature. Professor Rothkopf’s system tends to calcu-
late this for faculty who collaborate with colleagues
at other universities. The second dimension, which
I call yield, is a function of the number of papers
published in the literature attributable to a univer-
sity’s faculty. His system tends to calculate this for
faculty members who collaborate within their own
university.
To best measure these different dimensions, I use
two separate metrics, one for visibility and the second
for yield, and give two rankings. The visibility metric
is the number of times a university is listed as the pri-
mary academic institution by the INFORMS practice
literature authors. I assign no weighting for number
of coauthors or any other factor, except for counting
Interfaces columns as half papers. The yield metric is
the number of papers attributable to each university,
based on the authors’ primary academic affiliations,
with credit for each paper uniformly divided among
the coauthors and with Interfaces columns counted as
half papers.
The previous hypothetical example illustrates the
two metrics: when the two State U faculty mem-
bers collaborate and publish an INFORMS practice
paper, State U is credited with a visibility score of
two (because it is listed twice, once for each author’s
affiliation) and is credited with a yield score of one
(because one paper is published). Note that these
scores do not change if each of the two State U fac-
ulty members collaborates with a coauthor outside
her university on two separately published papers.
The visibility score is still two because State U is still
listed twice, once for each State U author, and is still
credited with a yield score of one because it receives
credit for one-half of each of two papers.
Results
I compiled the data for 287 papers and columns pub-
lished from 2002 to 2008—21 Operations Research OR
Australia China Israel Norway
Austria Cyprus Italy Spain
Brazil Finland Japan Switzerland
Belgium France Korea Turkey
Canada Germany Netherlands United Kingdom
Chile Greece New Zealand United States
Table 1: From 2002 to 2008, 545 authors (433 were unique) from the above
24 countries published 287 papers and columns in the INFORMS practice
literature.
practice papers, 210 Interfaces papers, and 56 Interfaces
columns—written by authors with academic affilia-
tions from 24 countries (Table 1). Of the 433 unique
authors, 390 had US academic affiliations, 155 had
non-US academic affiliations, and 2 had both a US and
a non-US academic affiliation (on different papers)
sometime during this period.
Visibility
To quantify university visibility, I simply summed the
number of times a university was listed as an author’s
primary academic affiliation from 2002 through 2008.
I counted coauthorship equally whether the collabora-
tion was within the author’s own university or across
universities, and applied no weighting for number
of coauthors or any other factor, except for counting
Interfaces columns as half papers.
Table 2 shows the results for the top 45 US uni-
versities that have seven-year scores of 3.0 or higher.
The Naval Postgraduate School ranks first, followed
by the Colorado School of Mines.
Table 3 shows the results for the top 19 non-US
universities that have seven-year scores of 3.0 or
higher. The University of Chile ranks first, followed
by Erasmus University Rotterdam and University of
L’Aquila, tied for second.
Yield
To quantify yield, I summed the number of times
a university was listed as an author’s primary aca-
demic affiliation from 2002 through 2008, weighted
by the inverse of the number of coauthors. For
example, if a paper had one author, that author’s
university received full credit for the paper. For
papers with two coauthors, each university listed
as the primary academic affiliation was given one-
half credit. For a paper with three coauthors, each
university listed as the primary academic affiliation
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2007–2008 papers 2002–2008 papers
US university Int Int C ORP Score Int Int C ORP Score Rank
Naval Postgraduate School 11 0 0 110 21 0 5 260 1
Colorado School of Mines 3 5 0 55 9 12 0 150 2
Georgia Institute of Technology 3 0 0 30 13 0 1 140 3
Cornell University 3 1 0 35 9 1 0 95 4
University of Maryland, College Park 2 1 0 25 7 5 0 95 4
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 0 1 0 05 6 6 0 90 6
Carnegie Mellon University 4 0 2 60 5 0 3 80 7
Purdue University 5 0 0 50 6 0 2 80 7
United States Military Academy 7 0 0 70 8 0 0 80 7
University of California, Los Angeles 0 1 0 05 3 1 4 75 10
University of Pennsylvania 1 2 0 20 4 3 1 65 11
Penn. State University (University Park) 0 2 0 10 4 4 0 60 12
Temple University 0 1 1 15 2 6 1 60 12
University of Texas at Austin 2 0 0 20 6 0 0 60 12
Arizona State University 0 0 0 00 5 0 0 50 15
George Washington University 1 0 0 10 5 0 0 50 15
Lehigh University 0 0 0 00 3 0 2 50 15
New York University 3 0 0 30 3 0 2 50 15
University of Missouri–Columbia 2 0 0 20 5 0 0 50 15
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 1 0 0 10 5 0 0 50 15
University of Tennessee 3 0 0 30 5 0 0 50 15
Virginia Commonwealth University 1 0 0 10 5 0 0 50 15
Vanderbilt University 1 1 0 15 4 1 0 45 23
George Mason University 0 0 1 10 3 0 1 40 24
Pennsylvania State University (Erie) 0 0 0 00 4 0 0 40 24
Princeton University 0 0 1 10 0 0 4 40 24
San Francisco State University 2 0 0 20 4 0 0 40 24
Southern Methodist University 0 0 0 00 4 0 0 40 24
University of Alabama 1 0 0 10 4 0 0 40 24
University of Arizona 3 0 0 30 4 0 0 40 24
University of California, Berkeley 0 0 0 00 4 0 0 40 24
University of Florida, Gainesville 2 0 0 20 4 0 0 40 24
University of Michigan 1 0 0 10 4 0 0 40 24
University of South Carolina 2 0 0 20 4 0 0 40 24
Indiana University 1 1 0 15 3 1 0 35 35
Boston University 2 0 0 20 3 0 0 30 36
Florida International University 0 0 0 00 3 0 0 30 36
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 1 0 0 10 3 0 0 30 36
Stanford University 2 0 0 20 2 0 1 30 36
University of Colorado at Denver 3 0 0 30 3 0 0 30 36
University of Dayton 1 0 0 10 3 0 0 30 36
University of Minnesota 0 0 0 00 3 0 0 30 36
University of Missouri–St. Louis 0 0 0 00 3 0 0 30 36
University of Southern California 0 0 0 00 3 0 0 30 36
Villanova University 0 0 0 00 3 0 0 30 36
Table 2: The table lists the visibility rankings for the top 45 US universities. A school’s score is the total number
of citations for authors who list that university as their primary affiliation in Interfaces (Int) and in the OR practice
section of Operations Research (ORP), plus half the number of unrefereed Interfaces columns (Int C). I list
schools’ rankings and scores for 2002 through 2008 and scores for 2007 to 2008 only.
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2007–2008 papers 2002–2008 papers
Non-US university Int Int C ORP Points Int Int C ORP Points Rank
University of Chile 7 0 0 7.0 12 0 3 150 1
Erasmus University Rotterdam 0 0 0 0.0 6 0 0 60 2
University of L’Aquila 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 6 60 2
University of Warwick 0 0 0 0.0 5 0 0 50 4
London Business School 2 0 0 2.0 2 0 2 40 5
University of British Columbia 0 0 1 1.0 3 0 1 40 5
University of Groningen 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 4 40 5
Delft University of Technology 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 0 30 8
Hong Kong U of Science and Technology 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 0 30 8
Molde University College 2 0 0 2.0 3 0 0 30 8
Nanzan University 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 0 30 8
Norwegian U of Science and Technology 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 0 30 8
Royal Military College of Canada 2 0 0 2.0 3 0 0 30 8
Sabanci University 1 0 1 2.0 2 0 1 30 8
Seville University 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 0 30 8
University of Karlsruhe 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 0 30 8
University of Toronto 1 0 0 1.0 3 0 0 30 8
University of Twente 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 0 30 8
University of Waikato 0 0 0 0.0 3 0 0 30 8
Table 3: The table lists the visibility rankings for the top 19 non-US universities. A school’s score is the total
number of citations for authors who list that university as their primary affiliation in Interfaces (Int) and in the OR
practice section of Operations Research (ORP), plus half the number of unrefereed Interfaces columns (Int C).
I list schools’ rankings and scores for 2002 through 2008 and scores for 2007 to 2008 only.
was given one-third credit. I applied no other weight-
ing, except for counting Interfaces columns as half
papers.
Table 4 shows the results for the top 43 US
universities that have seven-year scores higher than
1.0—interpreted as institutions that published the
equivalent of at least one INFORMS practice paper
during the seven-year period. In this ranking, the
Colorado School of Mines ranks first, and the Naval
Postgraduate School second.
Table 5 shows the results for the top 11 non-US uni-
versities that have seven-year scores higher than 1.0.
As in the rankings based on visibility, the University
of Chile ranks first, followed by Erasmus University
Rotterdam.
Discussion
Expanding on the methodology that Professor
Rothkopf established in 1996, this paper ranks uni-
versities according to their contributions to the
INFORMS practice literature in terms of visibility
and yield, as defined above. As Tables 2–5 show,
the results of the two rankings are similar but not
identical. For example, for US universities, the Naval
Postgraduate School takes the top ranking for visibil-
ity and second for yield, and the Colorado School of
Mines takes the top ranking for yield and second for
visibility. In contrast, the University of Chile takes the
top ranking for both visibility and yield for non-US
universities.
Rothkopf (2007, p. 568) wrote,
The rankings always had substantially more papers
from Interfaces than from the ‘OR Practice’ section of
Operations Research. However, this time the disparity is
as great as it has ever been. I think that this reflects the
failure of an approach that a previous editor of Oper-
ations Research tried. This approach, which addressed
how the ‘OR Practice’ section would get and handle
papers, has since been abandoned. I hope I’m right
about this.
Figure 1—a tally of the number of practice papers
published in Operations Research by year for the past
18 years—shows in detail what he was describing:
over the past decade, the number of published Opera-
tions Research OR practice papers has shown a distinct
downward trend. For example, an average of 8.4 such
papers were published per year in the 1990s (peaking
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2007–2008 papers 2002–2008 papers
US university Int Int C ORP Points Int Int C ORP Points Rank
Colorado School of Mines 1.17 5.00 0.00 3.67 3.06 1200 0.00 9.06 1
Naval Postgraduate School 3.67 0.00 0.00 3.67 6.33 000 1.00 7.33 2
University of Maryland, College Park 1.33 1.00 0.00 1.83 3.03 400 0.00 5.03 3
Georgia Institute of Technology 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.85 4.23 000 0.14 4.38 4
Temple University 0.00 1.00 0.50 1.00 0.83 600 0.50 4.33 5
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.25 2.67 300 0.00 4.17 6
University of California, Los Angeles 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.17 1.33 033 2.00 3.50 7
Cornell University 0.92 0.50 0.00 1.17 2.97 050 0.00 3.22 8
Penn. State University (University Park) 0.00 2.00 0.00 1.00 1.50 300 0.00 3.00 9
University of Pennsylvania 0.33 1.00 0.00 0.83 1.67 150 0.50 2.92 10
Dartmouth College 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.50 2.00 100 0.00 2.50 11
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.50 2.28 000 0.00 2.28 12
Carnegie Mellon University 1.00 0.00 0.50 1.50 1.25 000 1.00 2.25 13
Purdue University 0.92 0.00 0.00 0.92 1.25 000 0.67 1.92 14
University of Tennessee 1.33 0.00 0.00 1.33 1.92 000 0.00 1.92 14
George Mason University 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 1.40 000 0.50 1.90 16
San Francisco State University 1.20 0.00 0.00 1.20 1.87 000 0.00 1.87 17
Rutgers University 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 300 0.00 1.83 18
University of Florida, Gainesville 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.58 1.78 000 0.00 1.78 19
Lehigh University 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 000 1.00 1.75 20
New York University 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.75 000 1.00 1.75 20
University of Missouri–Columbia 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.60 000 0.00 1.60 22
United States Military Academy 1.33 0.00 0.00 1.33 1.58 000 0.00 1.58 23
University of South Carolina 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.75 1.58 000 0.00 1.58 23
University of Colorado at Denver 1.50 0.00 0.00 1.50 1.50 000 0.00 1.50 25
University of Pittsburgh 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.50 000 0.00 1.50 25
Vanderbilt University 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.75 1.25 050 0.00 1.50 25
Virginia Commonwealth University 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.50 1.50 000 0.00 1.50 25
University of Texas at Austin 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.58 1.48 000 0.00 1.48 29
University of Missouri–St. Louis 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.40 000 0.00 1.40 30
Case Western Reserve University 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 200 0.00 1.33 31
Arizona State University 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.27 000 0.00 1.27 32
Indiana University 0.33 1.00 0.00 0.58 1.00 100 0.00 1.25 33
University of Arizona 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.75 1.25 000 0.00 1.25 33
Walden University 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 250 0.00 1.25 33
George Washington University 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.50 1.17 000 0.00 1.17 36
Stanford University 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.67 000 0.50 1.17 36
University of Minnesota 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.17 000 0.00 1.17 36
Washington State University 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.67 100 0.00 1.17 36
Boston University 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.14 000 0.00 1.14 40
University of Alabama 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.33 1.08 000 0.00 1.08 41
University of Dayton 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.25 1.08 000 0.00 1.08 41
University of Michigan 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.33 1.01 000 0.00 1.01 43
Table 4: The table lists the yield rankings for the top 43 US universities. For each category (Int: Interfaces papers;
ORP: Operations Research OR practice papers; Int C: unrefereed Interfaces columns), I summed papers by uni-
versity based on author primary academic affiliation, with credit for each paper uniformly divided among the
authors. A school’s score is the total number of its papers in Interfaces and in the OR practice section of Oper-
ations Research plus half its number of unrefereed Interfaces columns. I list schools’ rankings and scores for
2002 through 2008 and scores for 2007 to 2008 only.
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2007–2008 papers 2002–2008 papers
Non-US university Int Int C ORP Points Int Int C ORP Points Rank
University of Chile 1.00 0.00 0.0 1.00 2.43 0.00 0.75 3.18 1
Erasmus University Rotterdam 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 2.42 0.00 0.00 2.42 2
Royal Military College of Canada 1.00 0.00 0.0 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 3
University of L’Aquila 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.67 1.67 4
London Business School 0.50 0.00 0.0 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 1.50 5
University of Bath 0.50 2.00 0.0 1.50 0.50 2.00 0.00 1.50 5
University of Toronto 0.50 0.00 0.0 0.50 1.50 0.00 0.00 1.50 5
University of Waikato 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 1.33 0.00 0.00 1.33 8
University of British Columbia 0.00 0.00 0.5 0.50 0.78 0.00 0.50 1.28 9
Hong Kong U of Science and Tech. 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 1.14 0.00 0.00 1.14 10
Cass Business School 0.00 2.16 0.0 1.08 0.00 2.16 0.00 1.08 11
Table 5: The table lists the yield rankings for the top 11 non-US universities. For each category (Int: Interfaces
papers; ORP: Operations Research OR practice papers; Int C: unrefereed Interfaces columns), I summed papers
by university based on authors’ primary academic affiliation, with credit for each paper uniformly divided among
the authors. A school’s score is the total number of its papers in Interfaces and in the OR practice section of
Operations Research plus half its number of unrefereed Interfaces columns. I list schools’ rankings and scores
for 2002 through 2008 and scores for 2007 to 2008 only.
in 1994 and 1995 when there were 2 or more practice
papers per issue). From 2000 to 2008, the average was
only 2.9 papers per year.
In response to Figure 1, David Simchi-Levi,
Operations Research Editor-in-Chief, and Srinivas
Bollapragada, Operations Research Area Editor for
OR Practice, wrote an e-mail message to me on
May 2, 2009:




























Figure 1: The graph shows the total number of OR practice papers pub-
lished in Operations Research by year between 1990 and 2008.
In the last three years, we have seen a significant
increase in the number of papers submitted to the OR
practice [area] of the journal. At the same time, the
declining publication trend reversed its course and we
now see an increase in the number of OR practice
papers published by the journal.
These papers report innovative applications of opera-
tions research to real problems together with detailed
information on the impact on decision making or pol-
icy. This is consistent with the objective of the OR prac-
tice area of the journal. Indeed, we strive to increase
the number of papers published on the practice of OR
in the flagship journal of our profession while main-
taining high quality.
Interested authors should review the submission cri-
teria available at the URL: www.informs.org/site/
OperationsResearch/index.php?c=105&kat=OR+Practice.
We encourage authors with questions about the appro-
priateness of their work, even if the paper is not yet
written, to contact the Area Editor to discuss the suit-
ability of sending a paper to the OR Practice area.
Conclusions
In the introductory chapter of my dusty fourth-
edition copy of Hillier and Lieberman (1986, p. 6), the
authors say, “In summary, operations research is con-
cerned with optimal decision making in, and mod-
eling of, deterministic and probabilistic systems that
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originate from real life” [emphasis added]. These rank-
ings are intended to measure the contributions of uni-
versities to the INFORMS practice literature and thus
recognize those academic institutions that are making
an effort to apply operations research to real life.
To the extent that the Rothkopf Rankings motivate
faculty engagement with real-world problems, they
should help keep the field of operations research in
touch with its roots.
I close by returning to the sentiments that Mike
Rothkopf expressed in his final rankings paper, in
which he wrote,
I hope that prospective students who are interested in
applications of OR and those who advise these stu-
dents will find the rankings useful in locating univer-
sities with faculty members who will be helpful with
their interests. I hope that firms that hire students will
use the rankings to locate universities from which to
recruit. I hope that faculties and deans will use the
rankings to improve their programs. Finally, I hope that
the rankings will stir the competitive spirits of universi-
ties and lead to additional, and much needed, contribu-
tions to the practice literature. (Rothkopf 2007, p. 569)
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